T      H     E      S      I 


ABLATIVE   A!ID   GENITIVE   OF   QUAI.ITY, 


by 


GEORGE  VA IL  EDWARDS. 


\ 


i4 


?f.3f6- 


PREPATORY  NOTE. 

The  paper  here  presented  comprises  an 
abstract  of  the  Introduction  and  the  entire 
first  chapter  of  the  complete  dissertation 
which  is  to  be  published  later.  The  second 
and  third  chapter s  aro  withheld,  since  they 
still  require  some  investigation. 


ABLATIVK  AND  aENITIVF,  OF  QUALITY. 

The  State  of  our  knowledge  of  the  ablatlve  and  genitlve 
of  qiiality  leaves  much  to  be  desired.    We  are  not  entirely 
agreed  upon  the  origin  and  natura  of  either  construction; 
upon  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  difference  between  the  two 
constructions;  er  upon  the  limitations  under  which  eacn  was 
actually  used.    Our  differences  upon  these  points  are  not  so 
Sharp  as  formerly  and  are  in  a  measure  to  be  rernoved  by  means 
of  more  complete  collection  and  more  consideration  of  the  ex- 
amples  of  both  constructions,  or  through  the  gaining  of  a  new 
polnt  of  view  from  which  to  make  our  examination.    In  these 
ways  progress  has  been  made  in  this  generation  by  Ebrard 
(abl.  apud  priscos  &c.)»  Stegmann  (abl.  in  Cic,  Caes. ,  Nep.), 
Bell  (gen.  apud  priscos  Scc .  )   and  Loch  (gen.  apud  priscos); 
(who  brought  new  examples);  and  by  Delbrück  (loc.  abl.  instr. ) 
who  brought  to  bear  the  methods  and  results  of  comparative 
grammar.    This  progress  was  summed  up  by  CrOlling  (dym,  1876  ) . 
Whether  all  thet  Delbrück  ?ias  said  since  is  to  be  accepted  is 
questionable.    His  theory  of  the  origin  of  the  ablative 
quäl,  is  followed  by  Bennett  ((Jrara.),  but  is  based  upon  false 
Latin  and  false  logic. 

(Völling's  sunmary  may  be  briefly  stated: 


Source  of  Abl.'^ual.?    Idg  "Instrumentalis." 
Nature  at  first  appearance  in  Lat.Lit.?  Abl.attendant  cir- 
cumstance  . 

This  nature  renains  the  same  whether  the  abl.  phrase  ap- 
peors  attributive  with  a  noun;  attrib.  in  brachylogle;  pred- 
icatlve  with  est;  predicative  with  other  verbs.    It  is  no"""  / 
different  when  the  adjective  is  a  participle  (  =   abl.  abso- 
lute).   This  ablative  is  distinguished  from  abl.  manner  so 
long  as  the  phrase  modifies  a  definite  noun,  i.e.  sacerdos 
praesidet  muliebri  habitu.    Just  so  to  be  abl.  quäl.,  the 
abl.  abs.  must  modify  a  definite  noun,  i.e.  Brittani  sunt 
capillo  promisso  atque  omne  parte  corporis  rasa  praeter  caput 
et  lab r um   super ins. 

For  the  difference  between  the  abl.  and  the  gen.  quäl. 
Kruger»s  idea  seems  to  aÖlling  right;  viz:  Prenitive  sets  forth 
the  subject  "wie  er  ist",  abl.  "wie  er  sich  zeigt."    It  often 
depends  on  the  attitude  of  the  Speaker  whether  a  quality  oc- 
curs  as  a  characteristic  or  a  circuimstance .   Every  character- 
istic  can  be  a  circumstance,  not  every  circumstance  a  ciiarac- 
teristic.    So  every  genitive  could  appear  as  an  ablative,  not 
every  ablative  as  a  genitive. 

Such  an  Interpretation  of  tne  difference  between  abl.  and 
genitive  makes  its  weakness  feit  when  called  on  to  decide  some 
questions.    It  introduces  a  large  subjective  element  into  the 
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disc\ission  and  gives  room  for  the  contradiction  of  one  Inter- 
preter by  another,  cf.  Madvig's,  Zunpt'a  and  Draeger's  Inter- 
pretations  of  Cic.  Pam.  1,7,8.    Still  we  cannot  get  free  from 
these  subjectlve  elements. 

Oolling  wishes  an  investigation  of  this  construction 
"with  that  degree  of  completeness  which  Ebrard  has  attained 
for  the  early  Latin"  carried  through  the  entlre  course  of  the 
literature,  in  the  hope  of  reaching  a  determination  of  the 
limltations  of  the  ablative  and  of  the  course  of  its  develop- 
ment,  decline  and  renaissance.    To  raake  such  an  investigation 
is  not  the  work  of  an  idle  moment,  but  Short  of  an  absolutely 
complete  collection  of  examples,  (which  Ebrard  does  not  attain 
in  his  limited  field,)  many  new  facta  may  be  clearly  indicated 
and  even  substantiated  beyond  distrust.   What  cannot  fail  to  '^ 
result  from  the  consideration  of  a  large  mass  of  examples  tak- 
en  from  the  prose  of  many  periods  of  the  language  is  an  hls- 
torical  oversight  of  the  constructions,  which  no  one  has  yet 
enjoyed  and  which  must  give  us  at  least  a  new  point  of  view. 

With  these  ideas  in  mind  examples  of  both  abl.  and  gen. 
of  quäl,  have  been  collected  from  I,ivy,  Velleius,  both 
Senecas,  Tacitus,  Pronto,  Justlnus,  (rellius,  Apuleius,  Firmi- 
cus  Matemus  and  the  Scriptores  Physiognomici  through  a  read- 
ing  of  the  authors.    In  the  same  way  have  come  to  light  from 
Plautus  and  Terence  double  the  number  of  examples  known  to 
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Ebrard;  several  examples  from  Nepos  which  Stegmann  had  over- 
looked;  all  the  examples  from  Clcero's  letters,  and  those  from 
Vergil's  Aeneid.    The  examples  cited  from  the  eorly  poets, 
from  Cato,  Varro,  Sallust,  Catullus,  Horace,  Tibull. ,  Proper- 
tlus,  Ovid,  "''alerius  Max.,  Curtlus,  Plin.  Sr.,  Phaedrus,  Pomp. 
Mela,  Petron. jStatlus,  Quint.,  Juv.,  Sueton.,  Lactantius, 
Eutrop. ,  Aurel.  Vic,  Scriptores  Hist.  Aug.,  Amm.  Marc,  and 
others  have  been  obtained  from  special  treatises,  special  dic- 
tionaries  and  indices  verborum,  from  cross  references,  and 
through  the  contributions  of  friends.    The  total  number  of 
instances  collected  from  this  wide  ränge  of  literature  Is  over 
3000. 

The  first  questions  to  be  asked  of  such  a  collection  are 
naturally,-  "What  was,  then,  the  historical  course  of  each 
constructlon;  what  was  the  ränge  of  its  first  manif estation; 
how  did  it  develop  and  spread;  what  new  ranges  of  ideas  did  it 
come  to  express;  upon  the  ground  of  what  otner  constructions 
did  it  trench;  'vhat  variations  in  its  use  were  brought  about 
by  the  individual  peculiarities  of  writers  or  of  their  sub- 
Jects;  how  far  did  its  original  force  ever  leave  it;  what  were 
the  influences  which  caused  its  Variation."    Some  of  these 
questions  it  is  hoped  to  answer  in  a  second  paper  upon  this 
theme  when  for  the  Augustan  writers  the  collection  of  examples 
may  be  more  complete.    The  present  paper  concerns  itself  with 
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certain  points  whlch  have  been  hitherto  undeveloped;  some  of 
which,  ir>  fact  no  graminarian  has  guessed;  and  with  certain 
others  upon  which  the  new  facta  throw  a  new  light. 

Preliminary  to  this  discussion  it  is  neces&ary  to  State 
wlth  regard  to  the  history  of  the  ablative  and  genitive  re- 
spectlvely  that  in  early  Latin  the  ablative  alone  was  in  free 
use,  expressing  mostly  descriptlve  circumstances  of  palpable 
nature.    Lucretius»  usage  was  peculiar  but  not  irregulär. 
In  Cicero's  time  the  construction  spread  in  the  direction  of 
abstractness  but  not  beyond  all  bounds.   For  the  abstract 
qualities  the  genitive  was  by  nature  better  suited  and  Cicero 
when  good  reason  appeared  expanded  its  use  tili  in  addition  to 
the  eaj*ly  phrases  with  modi,  generls,pretii ,  it  embraced  many 
expressions  with  the  adjectives  sumnus,  megnus,  maxiraus  and 
tantus.    The  occurrence  of  this  development  during  Cicero 's 
lifetime  gives  rise  to  apparent  inconsistencies  in  Cicero 's 
usage,  from  which  Caesar,  writlng  during  a  more  limited  time, 
is  almost  free.    7/ith  Livy  came  a  great  change  in  the  rela- 
tions  of  the  tv;o  cases.    The  genitive  came  to  its  proper 
funetion  of  expressing  such  qualities  as  may  be  said  to  "pos- 
sess  the  object  to  which  they  are  attributed" ,and  the  ablative 
was  relieved  from  this  funetion.   Velleius  and  Valerius  went 
further  and  avoided  almost  all  ablatives.    The  two  Senecas 
feit  the  same  influence.    In  the  later  writers  the  influence 
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of  both  the  early  usage  and  the  Silver  ußage  can  be  traced, 
always,  however,  withln  certain  limitations,  tili  the  taste- 
less  writers  at  the  close  of  the  4th  Century. 


INPLUENCE  OP  FORM. 

Among  the  instances  in  which  the  use  of  these  construc- 
tions  has  been  affected  by  etymological  forms  v/e  may  mention 
first  the  exarnples  wlth  ablative  vi.   A  genitive  of  quality 
here  could  not  be  used  because  a  genitive  form  of  the  noun 
vis  is  lacking  in  Latin  literature  until  the  beginning  of  the 
3d  Century  A.D.   Accordingly  if  a  writer  wished  tc  express 
an  idea  to  which  the  genitive  of  this  word  was  most  fitting 
he  was  compelled  to  express  the  idea  in  a  different  form, 
either  by  the  use  of  a  synonym  or  by  the  use  of  the  ablative 
of  quality. 

The  ablative  of  quality  with  _vi,  on  the  other  hand,  was 
used  freely.    The  instances  are: 

Plaut.  Truc,  Arg.  5:  vi  magna  servos  est  ac  trucibus  raoribus. 
sali.  Cat.  5,  1:  Catalina  fult  magna  vi  et  animi  et  corporis. 

A  Phrase  repeated  in  connection  with  a  different  In- 

dividual  by 
Anon.  De  Viris  illustribus,  76:  Mithridates,  magna  vi  animi 

et  corporis. 
Plin.  N.H.  2,  39  siraili  ratione,  sed  nequaquam  magnitudine 
aut  vi 
8,  58   excellentl  vi  et  velocltate  uros 


24,  110  purpurea   .   .   vi  summa  ad  refrigerandum 

est 
34,  154  squama  acriore  vi  quam  robigo. 

A  second  Instance  of  the  Influenae  of  the  etymological 
form  upon  grammatlcal  constructlon  Is  in  the  genitlves  of  the 
fifth  declension,  for  example,  the  genitive  of  facies.    The 
coramonly  appearing  genitive  of  this  noun  is  faclei ,  after  the 
analogy  of  rei,  spei,  diei;  but  in  early  and  even  in  classic- 
al  Latin  the  form  is  not  sure.    In  Neue 's  Formenlehre  pages 
375,  ff.,  are  cited  the  instances  to  show  that  in  the  early 
language  the  genitive  of  nouns  of  the  fifth  declension  was  in 
•es,  like  the  nominative,  beside  which  later  appeared  the  geni- 
tive in-ei,  which  could  be,  also,  contracted  to-o,  or  con- 
tracted  to-_i.   Oellius  (9.14)  is  one  of  the  witnesses  that 
Caesar  preferred  the  form  in-^,  (Caesar  in  libro  de  analogia 
secunda  huius  die  et  huius  specie  dicendura  putat)  whereas 
Claud.  Quadrig.  had  preferred  the  form  in-es,  "huius  facies", 
"propter  magnitudinem  facies. " 

If  a  Latin  writer  used  the  form  f a c i es  it  was  in  danger 
of  being  confused  with  the  nominative  Singular  or  wlth  the 
nominative  and  accusative  plural.    Tf  he  used  facie  it  coin- 
cided  with  the  ablative.   Pac_ii  for  some  reason  never  came 
into  general  use;  and  the  remaining  form  faciei  besldes  coin- 
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cidlng  with  the  datlve  seeras  to  have  been  feit  as  not  alto- 
gether  satisfactory . 

The  appearance  of  the  form  In-es  so  late  as  Oassiodorius 
(de  Gram.  5,  2323;  secundae  specles  sunt)  prompts  the  siJgges- 
tion  that  perhaps  the  genitlve  In-es  never  disappeared  frorn 
use  although  our  manuscripts  were  made  to  agree  upon  the  com- 
moner  form  In-iel . 

The  possibility  may  also  be  mentioned  that  some  writers 
used  a  genitlve  of  quality  with  facie,  which  an  unenlightened 
copyist, supposing  facie  to  be  an  ablatlve, altered  to  an  abla- 
tive  of  quality  by  settlng  the  ablative  form  of  the  agreeing 
adjective  in  place  of  the  genitlve  form  which  the  author 
wrote.    That  such  an  occurrence  is  of  the  msrest  possibility  ^ 
will  appear  from  the  following  examples  which  show  for  centu- 
ries  no  attempt  at  a  genitlve  of  quality,  but  only  the  abla- 
tive of  quality,  and  that  very  frequent  from  Plautus  on. 
Plaut.  Asin.  353  neque  qua  facie  sit  scio 

Asin.  399  Qua  facie  voster  Saurea  est? 

Capt.  646  Sed  qua  faciest  tuos  sodalis  Philocrates? 

Pers.  547  sat  edepol  concinnast  facie 

Poen.  1111  Nutrix  qua  sit  facie 

Pseud.  724  Qua  facie? 

1217  Eho  tu,  qua  facie  fuit? 


Rud.  316  Nullum  istac  fpcie  ut  praedicas  venlsse 
565  Qua  sunt  facie?    Scep.-  Scltula 
1149  dicito  quid  insit  et  qua  facie 
1155  Qua  facie  sunt? 
(Not  once  have  we  cujus  £lt  faciei  . )  "^ 

Ter.  Eun.  230  (virginem)  Facie  honesta 

Eun.  473  Quam  liberali  facie,  quam  aetate  Integra 

682  (ille  erat)  Honesta  facie  et  liberali 
Hec.  441  Cadaverosa  facie. 
Phor.  100  virgo  ipsa  facie  egregia. 
Cicero,  Tusc.  1,  67  Qua  facie   .   .  (animus)  sit  aut  ubi 
habitat 
Nat.  Deor.  1,  81  deos  ea  facie  novimus  qua  pictores 

fictoresque  voluerunt. 
De  Dlv .  1,  53  ei  visum  in  quiete  egregia  facie  juvenem 
Phil.  2,  41  Tursellus  qua  facie  fuerit 
Sali .  Jug.  6   decora  facie 

Nepos,  Datames  3,  1  Thuyn,  hominem  maximi  corporis  terribilque 
f  a  c  i  e  . 
It  is  particularly  noteworthy  that  in  this  instance  the 
change  from  genitive  of  quality  to  ablative  of  quality  in 
phrases  applying  to  the  same  neun  which  has  given  trouble  to 
many  grammarians  seeking  a  reason  is  given  a  new  basls. 
Nepos  was  unable  to  continue  the  same  constructlon  because  a 
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genitive  of  quality  from  facies  was  not  in  use . 

Even  more  rernarkable  than  thls  unanlmity  of  the  classical 
wrlters  in  the  use  of  facie  is  its  exclusive  use  by  the  writ- 
ers  of  Silver  Latin  who  showed  otherwise  the  greatest  prefer- 
ence  for  the  genitive  construction  but  did  not  venture  faciei. 
Liv.  155,5  Caput  humanum  integra  facie   .   .   .   aperientibus 
.  aperuisse. 
The  Interpretation  of  this  instance  as  an  ablative  abso- 
lute is  not  called  for.    It  belongs  rather  here. 
Val.  Max.  1.1.16  ext.  eximia  facie  puerum 
Phaedr.  3.4.7  formosos   .   .   et  turpl  facie  multos 
Plin.  Nat.  H.  17,229  arborera  turpi  facie  relinquunt 

34,  60  hie  supra  dicto  fecie  quoque  indlscreta  similis 
f uisse 

(facile  quoque  et  discreta  B) 
34,  39  (statua)  sola  eo  habitu  Romae,  torva  facie, 
Suet.  vita  Verg.  Corpore  statura  grandi,  Aquilo  colore,  facie 

rusticana  Valetudine  varia 
Pronto  ad  Ant.  1,  3  pullulos  duos  tarn  simili  facie  sibi 
ad  Ant.  2,  6   pollens  viribus  decora  facie 
Laudes  ut  quaeque  mulier  magis  facie  freta  est 
Bell.  Parth.  facie  exima  lapidem 
Oell.  2,23,8  ancillam  facie  haud  illiberali 
4,11,14  feminam  pulcra  facie 
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7  (6), 8,  2  facie  incluta  mulierem 

9.4.6  qua  ful3se  facie  Cyclopas  poetae  ferunt 

13,30  (29),  3  aetate  integra,  feroci  ingenlo,  facie  pro- 

cera  vlrvun 

' cited  from  Pacuvius   Niptra    (trag. frag. 254  Ribbeck)^ 
13,30      (29),  6    Verba  Plauti   haec    sunt    .       .      ,    qxxa   slt 

facie  mi    expedi 

15.12.2  pueri  eximia  facie 

17.10.3  Partus  recentes  rudi  esse  facie  et  imperfecta 
Apul.  Met.It  Nunc  atra  nvmc  aurea  facie  sublimis 

Met     puer  mobili  ac  trepida  facie 

Polemo  de  physiogn,  55  facie  magna  oculis  umidis 

59  carnosa  fronte,  carnosa  facie 

p.194,  6  Poerst.  crinibus  nigris  angustiore  facie. 

In  early,  classical  and  Silver  Latin  the  genitive  does 

not  appear;  for  the  fragment  from  Claudius  Quadrig.  quoted  by 

Oellius  (9,14)  "huius  facies"  does  not  off er  us  a  genitive  of 

quality  but  merely  a  form  out  of  construction  for  the  sake  of 

Illustration,  and  the  conjecture  of  Detlefsen  to  Plin.  N.Hist, 

2,90  Specieque  huraanae  faciei  effigiem  cannot  be  accepted  in 

place  of  the  IIS.  reading  specie  humana  Dei.    It  is  when  we 

come  to  the  tasteless  writers  of  the  later  time,  Imitators  of 

natlve  Latin,  that  we  first  find  faciei.    It  appears  several 

times  in  the  Latin  tranalation  of  Bartholomaeus  de  Messana, 
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and  once  in  Pole.Tio. 

Bart,  de  Mess.  35  (Physlogn.  I.p.41,  8  P)  tristes  obscurae 

faciei  sunt 

40  (Phys.  p.49,  5  P)  est  fernina   .   .  angustoris 
faciei 

35    (Phys.  p.37,6  P)  parvae  faciei 
Polemo  35  (Phys.I.,  242,13  P)  Staturae  erectae,  pulcrae  faciei 

Two  objections  may  be  foncied  to  the  argument  that  this 
exclusion  of  faciei   is  due  to  its  etymological  form.   First, 
it  may  be  said  that  the  genitive  wjts  not  used  because  no  writ- 
er  wished  to  express  this  particular  idea  in  the  genitive; 
second,  the  frequent  and  exclusive  use  of  the  ablative  of 
quality  £a_cle  in  the  early  poets  fixed  its  form  forever,  mak- 
ing  it  feit  as  a  formula,  not  to  be  altered. 

Both  these  objections  are  fully  met  by  a  consideration  of 
the  usage  of  f o rma .   Forma  -  facies  are  very  sirailar  not  only 
in  meaning  but  in  sound  and  appearance.   Alliteration  helped 
to  make  the  ideas  more  closely  connected  in  the  Latin  mind. 
"Forma  et  facle"  says  Naevius  Trag. 4.   Plautus,  Miles  1027 
turns  the  same  phrase,  and  T,ucretlu8  follows.  De  Nat.  5,1263 
and  5,  1176,-  quite  as  Shakespeare,  with  the  same  alliteration 
says,  "face  and  feature."   Moreover,  Plautus  and  Terence  use 
forma  and  facie  almost  interchangeably  in  corresponding 
phrases.    Compare  PI.  Amph.  614  forma  aetate  item  Qua  ego  sum 
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and  Tferc.  638  Qua  forma  esse  aiebant?   ^vith  PI.  Asin.  Qua 
facie  voster  Saurea  est?,  and  the  like.    Compare  Ter.  Andr. 
72,  egregia  forma  wlth  Ter .Phorm. 100  facie  egregia ;  Ter.  Eun, 
132  forma  honesta,  with  Ter.  Eun,  230  Pacle  honesta;  Ter. 
Andr.  122  forma  Honesta  ac  liberal!  with  Eun.  682  honesta 
facie  et  liberal^,. 

If  the  idea  of  facies  Is  one  which  does  not  naturally 
suggest  itself  in  the  genitive  form  then  forma  also  will  not 
appear  in  the  genitive;  and  if  the  early  prevalence  of  the 
ablative  facie  fixed  its  use  then  the  use  of  forma  will  be 
likewise  fixed,  provided  forma  is  similarly  prevalent  in  the 
early  literature. 

The  use  of  forma  will  appear  from  the  following  record: 
Plaut.  Amph.  316  alia  forma  esse 

614  forma   .   .  Qua  swn 
Epid.  43  f.  lepida  ac  liberal! 
Men.  PI.  19  f.  simili 
?.Terc.  PI.  2  scita  f.  mullerem 
13  f.  eximia  mulierem 
210  f.  exima  mullerem 
260  f.  exima  mulierem 
414  f.  mala 
638  Qua  f. 
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Mil.  10  f.  regia 

782  f.  lepida  mulierem 
870  lepida  f. 
967  lepida  ac  überall  f. 
Pers.  130  f.  lepida  ac  liberali 

521  f.  expetenda 
Rud.  894  f.  scitula  atque  aetatula 
Stich.  381  f.  eximia 
Pacuvlus-  üedus  (clted  by  Priscian  I.,30,87) 

Miilier  egregissima  forma 
Ter.  Andr.  72  egregla  f. 
119  P.  bona 

122  f.  Honesta  ac  liberali 
428  f.  bona 
Heaut.  523  f.  luculenta 
Eun.  132  f.  honesta 

361  Estne,  ut  fertur,  forma? 
366  Summa  f. 
Lucr.  De  Nat .  2.414  simlli  f. 
2.542  simill  f. 
5.825  variantibus  formis 
4.1279  deteriora  forma 
Caes.  B.(}.    3,14,5  absiraill  f. 

B.O.  7,23,1  hac  fere  forma  sunt  (haec  fere  forma  est  B) 

in 


Cic.  Rep.  6,10  ea  f. 

Nat.  Deor.  1,90  Ante  Igltur  humana  f.    Quam  homines  ea 
qua  '  eaque  erant  f.  di  immortales 
1,107  nee  ea  f,  qua  Uli  fuerunt 
Timaeus  17  ea  f. 
Tusc.  5,  61  eximia  f. 
Yerr.    4,  129  eadem  f. 
Mepos  Iph.  3,1  imperatoriaque 
Verg.  Aen.  8,208  f.  superante 
Ovid  Met.  3,607  f.  virglnea 

9,330  f.   notlssima 
15,  130  f.  praestantlssima 
Ren.  475  f.  proxiraa 
Her,  3,35  f.  praestante 
Liv.  26, f 0,1  eximia  f. 
27,19,8  f.  insigni 
38,24,2  f.  eximia 
Plin.  TT.H.  7,  184  praecellente  f. 
10,  51  dilecta  f. 
19,  15  qua  f. 
19,  70  qua  f. 
34,  19  maxima  f. 

34,  78  eximia  f. 

35,  17  excellentisslma  f. 
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36,  188  f.  terrena 
Suet.  Glaud.  50 

Aug.  79  f.  eximia 
Nero  1  angustiore  f. 
(}ell.  2.  18,  3  f. liberal! 

5,8,9  pari  f. 

6(7), 8, 3  f.  liberali 

7(6), 8, 3  f.egregia 

7(6), 8, 3  exsuperanti  f. 

14,1,5  quaque  f. 

14,4,2  f.  Virginali 

15,30,3  quali  f. 

17,1,8  quali  f. 

17,1,8  quali  f.  nasceretur 
Tac.  Ann.  2,39,10  f.  haud  disrimili 

In  the   early  ^f^•riters   forma   is,    then,    even  more  frequent 
than  facie,    and   the  ablative   Is   used   exclusively;   but  v/ith   the 
Augustan  poets  appears   the   genitive   forrnae   and  after    them  its 
use   continiies. 

Hör.    Sat.    2,7,52   ne iditior  aut   forrnae  melicrls  meiat    eodem 

i 

(perhaps  used  merely  metri  causa). 
Ov. Trist.  3,14,19  sunt  quoque  mutatae  ter  quinque  volumina 

forrnae 
Liv.  22,46,4  Scuta  eiusden  forrnae  (following  The   Analogy  of    C  ■  ^  , 
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/,  C  .     :^iusmodi  )  . 

36,45,8  Minoris   f.    naves    erant 

37,23,5  Ilaioris   f.    navltim 

37,30,2  llaxlüiae  f.    naves 

44,28,16  viginti  exlmiae  equos  f. 

Val.  Max.  3,8,  Kxt.  4  excellentis  f.  puer 

4,3,1  eximiae  f.  virginen 

5,1,7  puer  eximae  f.  et  liberalis  hahitus 

9,2,  Rxt.  5  filium  liberalle  formae  optimae  spei 

pueriira 

8,1,1  iuvenes   excellentis  f. 

Sen.  dial.6,24,3  aöulescens  rarissimae  f. 

Curt.Ruf.  3,12,21  reginas  excellentis  f. 

9,13,19  cubilia  amplloris  f. 

Petron.  64,7   ingentis  f.  canis 

Stat.  Theb .  4,201  miserae  formae 

Silv.    3,4,26    pueriim   egregiae   f. 

4,3,15  Adultas  Pulcrae  f. 

Tac,  Ann.  4,3  f.  indeccrae 

Puet.  Dom.  10  lanceas  novae  f. 

Justin.  15,4,17  leo  ingentis  f. 

18,4,3  insignis  f.  virgine 

Apul.  Met.  2,'5  speciosae  f.  invenem 

3,15  Scitulae  fornulae  invenem 
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Prob.  Val.  Vita  Pers.  forma e  pulchrae. 

So,  then,  we  are  forced  to  the  conclusion  that  the  ab- 
sence  of  a  genltive  of  qulaity  faclel  is  clue  not  to  reasons 
which  would  apply  also  to  forma  but  to  the  reason  v/hich  does 
not  apply  to  forma;  that  is  to  the  etymological  form  of  the 
Word.    The  truth  of  this  conclusion  may  be  further  shown  by 
an  examination  of  the  noun  species  in  this  construction. 
Species  is  clcsely  related  in  meaning  to  both  forma   and 
facies.    Like  both  it  is  freely  used  in  the  ablative  of  quält 
ty  in  early  Latin.   But  it  differs  in  form  from  forma  and 
agrees  in  form  with  facies,  and  accordingly  unlike  forma  but 
like  facies  it  was  not  used  in  the  genitive  of  quality. 

The  Instances  follow: 
Plaut.  Bacch,  838  bellen'  videtur  specie  mulier? 

Pers.  546  Specie  liberalist 

Poen.  1113  sp.  venusta,  ore  atque  oculis  pernlgris 

Rud.  415  Specie  lepida  mullerem 
Caes.  B.fr.  6,28,1  (uri)  sunt  specie  et  colore  et  figura  tauri 
Cic.  Rose.  Am.  63  Aliquem  humana  specie  et  figura 

Verr.  4,129  eadera  specie  ac  forma  Signum 

Acad.  2,66  latiore  specie 

Nat.  Deor.  1,26  aes  pulcherima  sp .  1,48  hominis 
(  r  humana)  specie  deos 
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de  divin.  2,50   Is  Tages  puerili  specie 

2,63  "vidimus  immani  Specie  tortuque  draconem 
terribilem. "  (A  quoted  hexameter.) 
Lael,  47  (securitas)  Specie  quidem  blanda 
Liv.  1,11,8  aureas  armillas  magni  ponderis  gemmatos  que  magna 
Specie  anulos. 
This  example  involves  a  change  of  the  construction  from 
the  genitive  to  the  ablative  of  quallty  about  which  grarnma- 
rians  have  disagreed  and  which  the  latest  commentators  are 
still  unable  to  explain  satisfactorily .   As  in  the  cese  of 
facies  in  Nepos,  Dat.  3,1,  the  lack  of  symmetry  is  due  to  the 
exclusion  of  the  form  faciei  from  use  in  the  genitive  of  qual- 
ity. 

Liv.  1,45,4  bos  miranda  raagnitudine  ac  specie 
1,7,4  boves  Mira  specie 
10,39,11  vana  specie 
21,22,6  iuvenem  divina  Sp. 
40,29  libros   .   .  recentissima  specie 
Gurt.  Ruf.  6,523  specie  singulari  spado 
Plin.  Hat.  H.  2,90  Specleque  humana  dei  hiimanae  faciei 
Detlefsen 
2,91  Typhon  ignea  specie 
2,93  Tibiarum  specie 
2,90  hirti  villorem  sp, 
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9,144  sp .  vermiculorum 
10,8  vulturlna  sp. 
10,114  hirundinum  specie 
10,135  turdoriun  sp. 
11,75  Salls  sp. 
12,39  Albae  violee  sp. 
13,114  sp.  farris 
21,41  versicolorl  sp. 
24,178  hederacia  sp . 
25,26  sp.  illa  Homerica 
25,78  sp.  thyrsl 
25,167  trixaginis  sp. 
27,139  peltarvim  sp. 
30,2  Sp.  salutari 
33,144  Delicia  sp. 
34,116  verraiculorum  sp. 
36,20  velata  sp. 
37,54  bland! SS Ima  sp. 
37,144  crystallina  sp. 
37,149  vitrea  sp . 
37,176  globosa  sp. 
37,180  sp.  aquae  glaciatae 
There  is  some  uncertainty  of  reading  in  the  case  of  37,54, 
and  37,180  and  of  Interpretation  in  case  of  30,2.    Besides 
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it  will  be  noticed  that  many  of  these  instances  involve  the 
genitive  of  a  neun  with  specie  instead  of  an  adjective  in  the 
ablative.    In  most  of  these  cases  the  corresponding  adjective 
would  be  hard  to  suggest.    This  Variation  of  the  strict  form 
of  the  construction  may   be  dlscussed  at  length  In  a  later 
chapter. 

Tac.  Hist.  2,50,8  invisitata  sp, 
3,58,6  falsa  specie 
4,?, 8  ea  prima  specie  forma 
4,83,5  maiore  quam  hiimana  sp. 
6,6,13  lacus  inmenso  ambitu  Specie  maris 
5,11,18  turres  mira  specie 
Agric.  25,5  clsssis   .   .   egregia  sp . 
Oell.  30(29), 6  quotes  Plaut.  Poen.1113  sp.  venusta 

14,2,12  sp .  tenul  parvaque 
Apul.  Met,  4,83  gratissima  sp . 
11,241  multiformi  sp. 
11,244  catamiti  pastoris  specie 
Of  the  genitive  of  quallty  wlth  speciel  not  a  Single  In- 
stance  appears. 

Of  the  other  nouns  of  the  5th  Declension  the  instances 
are  fewer,  but  the  genitive  of  quallty  has  not  been  totally 
excluded.  Rei  appears  only  in  the  genitive  in  the  phrases 
nullius  rei,  nulll  rei  and  non  bonae  rei,  which  are  exception- 
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al  in  their  ancient  origin  as  well  as  in  their  narrow  limita- 
tion. 

Ppes  and  fides  are  the  cther  nouns  of  the  fifth  declen- 
sion  which  occur  in  this  construction.    It  is  to  be  noted 
that  when  these  nouns  are  used  attributively  to  the  subject  of 
a  verb  the  meaning  is  very  different  from  thft  of  the  abla- 
tive;  for  the  abletive  would  be  interpreted  as  an  ablative  of 
manner,  modlfying  the  verb  and  not  the  noun  concerned.    On 
thls  accoiJnt  the  genltive  spei  was  used  for  the  first  time, 
for  Caesar  would  have  expressed  a  very  different  idea  if  he 
had  put  summa  spe  in  place  of  the  genltive  in  Bell.  Oall. 
7,63,9  inviti  summa e  spei  adulescentes  Eporedorix  et  Viri- 
domarus  Vercingetori  parent. 

In  Bell.  Giv.  3,16,3,  ob  eam  causam  colloquium  vitasse 
ne  res  maximae  spei  maximaeque  utilitatis  eius  iracundia  imped- 
iretur,  an  ablative  in  the  place  of  spei  would  not  only  con- 
fuse  the  meaning  but  it  would  be  out  of  symmetry  wlth  the 
other  genitive  utilitatis. 

The  same  Situation  occurs  in  Caes  (Hirtius)  B.O.  8,8,2 

singularis  enin  virtutis  veterrimas  legiones  VII,  vm,  ix 

habebat,  summae  spei  delectaeque  inventutls  XI,  quae  octavo 

iam  stipendlo  tamen  in  collocatione  reliquarum  nondum  eandem 

vetustatis  ac  vitutis  ceperat  opinicnem.  -^i  ^ 

Besldes  these  denands  of  grammar  and  of  style  there  is 
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another  reason  why  the  genltlve  spei  appears.    This  lies  in 
a  difference  of  definition.    Spei  Is  the  hope  awakened  in 
the  breast  of  another;  summae  spei  adiilescens  -   "a  youth  of 
the  hlghest  prornise";  spe  Is  the  feellng  in  the  breast  of  the 
subject.   Por  example,  contrast  with  the  genitlve  just  cited 
some  of  the  ablatives  which  occur. 

Plaut.  Rud.  275  quae  In  locis  nesciis  nescia  spe  sumus 
Cic.  Farn.  12,28,3  Ego  sum  spe  bona 

Att.  6,1,23  De  Egnatii  Sidicine  nomine  nee  nulla  nee 
magna  spe  sumus 
Liv.  7,27,7  et  ne  in  muris  quidem  satis  firma  spe   .   .  sese 
dedidere. 

Even  if  Caesar  feit  an  objection  to  the  use  of  the  geni- 
tive  spei  these  considerations  must  have  outweighed  it. 

In  the  case  of  f idei  the  use  of  the  genitive  is  more  re- 

strieted  and  is  less  signifieant. 

1^     A  disinclination  to  the  use  of  the  genitive  form  similar 

to  that  just  established  for  the  adjectives  of  the  fifth  de- 

clension  is  observed  also  in  case  of  the  adjective  par.    The 

genitive  does  not  appear  until  lete  T,atin  when  we  find  v'^.H.A. 

Capitol.    Ver.l,  in  simili  ac  paris  majestatis  imperio,  and 

in  this  case  the  olrler  editorp,  f  olü  owlng  the  Codex  Palatinus 

and  the  Bambergensis,  read  pari .    In  the  6th  Century,  al&o, 

in  the  Arithmetic  of  Boethius  the  genitive  appears  and  that 
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quite  frequontly,  for  phrases  such  as  1,5,  paris  numerl 
definltlo  were  perticularly  useful  in  the  cllscussion  of  his 
subject;  but  the  usage  of  so  late  an   author  need  not  affect 
cur  discussion.   Nor  need  we  undertake  to  determlne  whether 
in  the  passage  above  the  emendation  paris  of  Salmasius  (Peter) 
is  necessary  or  v/hether  the  author  did  not  really  use  the 
poorer  construction  pari  because  of  the  very  fact  that  the 
genitive  was  otherwise  unexampled. 

That  the  better  writers  did  avoid  the  genitive  of  quality  <- 
paris  is  evident  fron  its  failure  to  appear  over  against  the 
instances  of  the  ablative  which  follow. 

PI.  Bacch.  1108  pari  fortuna,  aetate  ut  sumus  (£C.  pari), 
utimur.    Cic.  Fam.  15,4  p.  scelere  et  audacia.    Cic.  Cluent. 
107  Heius,  pari  integritate  et  prudentia;  197  Marrucini  pari 
dignitate;  Süll.  36  eos  pari  calamitate " esse;  Phil.  3,25  civis 
egreglus,  parique  innocentia  !!.  Vehilius;  7,6  non  quin  pari 
virtute  et  voluntate  alii  fuerint;  11,19  cum  pari  dignitate 
simus;  Tusc.  2,37  pari  animo  inexercitatum  militem;  de  orat. 
1,95  si  quis  pari  fuerit  ingenio;  Top.  71  pari  gloria  debent 
esse  ii  qui  consulunt  etc.    Caes.  7,39  Viridomarus,  pari 
aetate  et  gratia;  civ.  1,25  alias  pari  magnitudine  rates. 
Nep.  Lys.  4,2  alterum  librum  pari  magnitudine;  Dat.  2,1  pari 
se  virtute  praebuit;  3,5  pari  imperio  esse;  Hann.  7,5  pari 
diligentia  se  praebuit;  5,3  pari  ac  dictatorem  imperio;  Att. 
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19,2  principes  dignltate  pari,    Catull.  28,11  pari  fuistis 
casu.    Prop.  3,9,58  (4,8,38)  proelia  clade  pari.    Liv.  3,51, 
9  pari  potestate;  3,70,1  cum  consules  essent  pari  potestate; 
23,26,11  velocitate  pari,  robore  anlrai  praestantl;  26,49,13 
nobilitate  pari;  37,40,8  pari  numero  Cretenses.    Tac.  hist. 
1,15  frater  pari  nobilitate;  2,64  pari  probitate  mater;  3,49 
pari  innocentia  agebat;  ann.  1,13  promptum,  artibus  egregiis 
et  pari  f ama ;  2,60  qui  pari  virtute  fuerint;  6,20  pari  habitu; 
13,8  effigiera  pari  magnitudine;  15,32  spectacula  pari  magnifi- 
centia;  15,56  Scaevinus  pari  inbecillitate.    Suet.  Cal.  8 
infans  nomine  pari.    Oellius  5,8,9  (tuba  et  lituus)  pari 
forma;  17,9,7  surculi  pari  crassamento  eiusdemque  longitudinis, 

Tn  the  last  example  it  -would  seem  that  (Tellius  had  been 
kept  from  the  symmetry  of  two  genitives  by  the  lack  of  the 
form  paris.    If  to  these  we  add  the  examples  of  dispar, 
Liv.  33,3,10  f'rortynii  haut  dispari  armatu 
Tac.  Hist.  4,68  dispari  animo 

Ann.  6  (5),  10  iuvenis  haut  dispari  aetate 
the  case  seems  to  be  clear. 

When  we  come  to  inquire  the  reason  for  this  one-sided 
usage  we  are  raet  at  once  with  the  Suggestion  that  the  cause 
raay  lie  not  only  in  the  meaning  of  the  word,  but  also  in  its 
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etynological  form.    Paris,  aside  from  being  the  name  of  the 
Trojan  hero  and  the  second  person  Singular  of  the  verb  pari?,  0/ 
was  e  form  of  the  acc.  pl.  and  a  form  of  tne  fem.  nom.  sing, 
as  well  as  the  genitlve.   Cf.  Neue.  ' 

If  this  consideration  is  of  weight  then  we  shall  have  the 
same  condition  appearing  in  the  usage  of  all  the  adjectives 
of  the  third  declension  in  J^;  for  here  not  only  are  fem.  nom. 
sing,  and  acc.  pl.  like  the  genitive  sing,  but  the  masc.  nom. 
sing,  as  well. 

The  great  number  of  such  adjectives  in  use  gives  an  ap- 
opportunity  to  apply  this  tcst  on  a  large  scale,  and  while 
Single  instances  may  occur  which  for  one  reason  or  another  of- 
fer exception,  the  great  majority  of  instances  ought  to  es- 
tablish  the  rule. 

It  is  significant,  therefore,  when  in  Caesar  and  Cicero 
over  against  more  than  130  examples  of  adjectives  in-is  in  the 
ablative  of  qxaality  (they  need  not  be  enamerated)  only  five 
examples  of  the  genitive  appear;  for  each  of  which  can  be 
given  a  special  reason. 

This  Proportion  is  rendered  somewhat  less  significant  by 
the  fact  that  the  ablative  is,  in  general,  more  frequent  than 
the  genitive  in  Caesar  and  Cicero  by  about  the  ratio  of  4 
to  1;  but  since  here  the  ratio  is  26  to  1  the  great  signifi- 
cance  of  the  proportlon  remains.   With  the  writers  of  Silver 
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Tjatin  the  general  proportion  of  ablatlve  and  genitlve  changed, 
in  sorae  writers  the  preponderance  of  all  genitives  over  all 
ablatives  being  as  high  as  ten  to  one  or  even  thirteen  to  one. 
Yet  out  of  all  these  620  genitives  of  quality  in  Silver  Latin 
only  19  have  adjectives  in-is. 

The  Proportion  of  the  ablatives  with  adjectives  in-is 
to  all  the  ablatives  of  quality  is  about  one  to  five;  the  gen- 
itives in-is  are  one  to  thirty-three,  so  that  for  some  reason 
only  one  genitive  in-is  appears  where  six  should  otherwise  be 
expected. 

The  force  of  this  argument  Is  still  further  apparent  when 
we  consider  some  of  the  particular  instances  involved. 

The  adjectlve  in-is  in  most  frequent  use  in  Caesar  and 
Cicero  is  singularis,  which  appears  in  the  ablative  some  30 
times.    These  instances  may  be  had  from  Merguet,  which  is  in 
the  hands  of  everyone,  except  those  from  the  letters  which 
follow:- 

Pam.  I.  7,2  cognovi   .   .  L.  Racilium  et  fide  et 
animo  singulari 
10,29    sunt  singulari  in  te  benvolentia 
15,4,5  vir  cum  benevolentia  et  fide  erga  populum 
R.  singulari,  tum 
6,7,1   qua  quidem  in  re  singulari  sum  fato  (Caec.) 
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5.5.2  meus  in  te  animus  quam  singulari  officio 
fuerit 

13,21,2   est   .   .   officio  et  fide  singulari 

7.5.3  famlliam  .   singulari  memoria  summa 
scientia. 

In  the  genitive  Cicero  used  it  but  once;  pro  Sulla 
34  maximae  animae  stimmi  consilil  slngul^ris  constantiae,  where 
manlfestly  the  genitive  is  required  for  the  symmetry  of  the 
expression. 

How  easy  it  was  for  Cicero  to  make  Just  this  exception 
raay  be  seen  when  we  observe  how  often  Cicero  comblned  animi 
and  consilii  in  the  genitive  of  quality.    Por  instance, 
Muren.  34  fortissimi  animi  sunmi  consilii 
Farn.  3,10,7  magni  animi  non  minimi  consilii 
Para.  10,19,1  fortissimi  animi  summique  consilii 
Pont.  41  summi  consilii  et  maxirai  animi 

What  eise  should  he  use  then  but  the  genitive  of  quality 
in  the  instance  above,  pro  Sulla  34. 
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By  an  unusual  overslght  this  example  has  been  omitted  by 
Merguet  from  its  place  under  slngularls . 

Caesar  used  no  instance  of  the  genltive  of  quality;  but 
Hlrtius  in  the  8th  book  Bell,  aall .  uses  it  twice,  B.'T.  8,8,2 
singularis  enim  virtutis  veterriraas  leglones   .   .   habebat 
8,28,2  Quintus  Atius  Varus ,  praefectus  equltiun,  singularis  et 
animi  et  prudentiae  vir. 

In  the  first  of  these  instances  the  contradiction  of 
Caesar's  own  usage  (cf.  Bell.  Civ.  3,59,  erant  singulari 
virtute  homines;  and  Bell.  Civ,  3,91  Crastinus,  vir  singulari 
virtute)  is  perhaps  due  to  the  feeling  that  with  the  verb 
habebat  the  ablative  would  not  convey  the  idea  of  quality  so 
clearly  as  the  genltive;  Just  as  in  the  case  of  spe  above. 

In  the  second  instance  the  difference  in  meaning  between 
the  genitive  animi  and  the  ablative  animo,  which  was  so  strong- 
ly  marked  in  the  writers  precedlng  Hirtius,  may  have  influ- 
enced  the  choice  of  the  genitive  form  of  expression.    With 
that  deterrainedjthe  use  of  singularis  is  not  so  stränge  for  a 
writer  who  had  already  used  it  once  and  who  seems  not  to  have 
feit  the  objectlon  to  its  use  so  clearly  as  did  his  contempo- 
raries. 
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A  slmllar  adjectlve  is  insignis.    The  usage  of  classical 
and  Silver  Latin  was  limited  to  the  ablative  of  quality. 
Gic.  Att.  1,12,3  rem   esse  insigni  infarnia 
Liv.  29,19,8  puerum  forma  insigni 
Tac.  Hist.  4,15  Brinno,  claritate  natalium  insigni 

Ann.  1,41  ipsa  insigni  fecunditate,  praeclara   pudicitia 
2,73   utriim:iue  corpore  decoro,genere  insigni 
6,31  Sinnaces,  insigni  famllia  ac  perinde  opibus 
11,36  is  raodesta  luventa,  corpore  insigni 
12,56  ipse  insigni  paludamento 
The  genitive  was  introduced  by  Justinus,  2,7,4  Solon,  vir 
lustltlae  insignis 
18,4,3  insignis  formae  vlrglne 
24,8,5  luvenem  insignis  pulchrltudlnls 
41,5,10  insignis  vlrtutls  vlro 
This  circumstance  has  been  overlooked  by  J.  Benesch,  in 
his  treatise  "De  casuum  Obliquorum  apud  Justinum  äc."  (Vienna 
1689),  one  sectlon  of  which  (p.36  ff.)  he  has  devoted  to  the 
genitive  of  quality  without  observlng  any  instance  of  insig- 
nis. 

In  the  same  way  some  80  adjectives  mlght  be  mentloned, 
each  appearlng  with  greater  or  less  frequency  in  the  abl.  of 
quality;  but  occurring  in  the  genitive  of  quality  rarely  or 
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within  distinct  limlt?tions  or  for  special  cause.    Large  as 
is  the  number  of  instances  at  hand  the  investigation  of  each 
Word  has  not  been  carried  through  all  the  literature  with  suf- 
ficient  thoroughness  to  Warrant  the  statement  that  its  geni- 
tiye  never  appears,  although  in  many  cases  no  genitive  has 
come  to  light  in  the  course  of  the  investigation. 

Por  instance,  the  genitive  incredibilis  is  not  at  hand 
although  the  ablative  is  frequent,  appearing  in  Gaes.  B.fJ. 
1,39  qul  ingenti  magnitudine  corporum  Oermanos,  incredibili 
virtute   .   .   esse  praedicabant 

Gic.  Phil.  3,3  adulescens  incredibili  virtute;  and  a  dozen 
other  passages. 

Vell.  2,99  Tiberius,  dvjcum  maximus,  mira  et  incredibili  atque 
inenarrabili  pietate. 

Other  such  adjectives  are  mullebris,  whose  ablative  ap- 
pears in  Plaut., Cic,  Senecca,  Tac.  and  Justin. 

horribilis,  ablative,  in  Lucr. ,  Verg.  and  Cic. 

terribilis,  in  Nepos  and  "'''erg. 

lenis ,  in  Ter.  and  Cicero 

comis  in  Ter.  and  Tacitus 

qualis,  in  Lucr.,  Cic,  Liv.  and  Plin.   'I.H. 

fidelis,  Ter.  and  Cic. 

trucis,  in  Liv.,  Plin.T'^.H.,  and  Tac. 

incolumis,  in  Lucr.,  Cic.  and  Tac. 
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tall3,  in  Ter.,  Cic.  and  Tac. 

fidells,  in  Ter.  and  Clc; 
not  to  mention  tolerabilis,  mortalis,  aequalis,  pin.guls,  in- 
niimerabills,  grandis,  senilis,  puerilis,  and  many  others. 
■fedlocris  occurs  once  in  the  genitive  and  that  as  early  as 
Cicero;  de  Orat.  1,257  et  illa  orationis  suae  cum  scriptis 
alienis  comparatis  et  de  alieno  scripto  subita  vel  laudandi 
vel  vituperandi  vel  comprobandi  vel  refellendi  causa  disputa- 
tio  non  .mediocris  c o n t e n t i o n i s  est  vel  ad  memoriam  vel  ad 
imltandam. 

How  different  thls  construction  is  frora  the  ablative  of 
quality  is  evident  fron  the  instances  of  the  ablative  in  use 
Cic.  Brut.,  237  Murena  mediocri  ingenio,  sed  magno  studio 

rerum  veterum 
Caes.  B.Civ.  3,36,1  mediocri  latitudine  fossam 
Tac.  Ann.  4,11  quls  mediocri  prudentia  nedura  tantis  rebus 
exercitus . 

Tenuls  is  perhaps  a  genitive  of  quality  in 

f'rell.  2,6,2  vexasse  putant  verbum  esse  leve  et  tennis  ac  parvi 

Incommodi 

but  elsev/here  it  appears  in  the  ablative, 

Ter.  Phorra.  5,pl,  fabulas  tenui  esse  oratione  et  scriptura  levi 

Cic.  Cato  Ma j  ,  35  quem  tenui  valetudine  Afrlcani  fillus.' 

Sen.  Contr.  1,1,8  summissa  et  tenui  voce 
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Plin.  N.H.  25,68  centaurium  minutis  folils,  radice  tenui 

25,124  caule  sirapllci  et  tenui 

27,76  radice  teniii,  nigra 

How  often  the  Sllver  writers,  by  their  preference  for  tue 

genitive  in  this  construction,  were  led  across  the  boundarles  ^ 

of  this  rule  may  be  illustrated  by  Velleius  1,12,4  immanls 

magnitudinis  hostem  which  Stands  in  contrast  with  the  earlier 

examples, 

Lucr.  5,33  immani  corpore  serpens 

Verg.  Aen.  3,427  immani  corpore  pistrix 

5,372  Buten,  immani  corpore 

Caes.  B.d.  4,1  immani  corporum  magnitudine  horaines, 

and  likewise  Cicero. 

Another  Illustration  is  liberalis,  which  appears  alvfays 

in  the  ablative  in  Plautus  and  Terence. 

PI.  Epid.  43  forma  lepida  ac  liberal!  captivara 

Mil.  967  lepida  ac  liberali  formast 

Persa.  130  forma  lepida  ac  liberali  est 

546  specie   .   .   liberalist 

Ter.  Andr.  123  erat  forma   .   .   liberali 

Eun.  473  quam  liberall  facie 

682  Honesta  facie  et  liberali 

Hec.  104  liberali  esse  ingenio, 

V/ith  Valerius  Maximus  it  first  appears  in  the  genitive, 
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Val.  Max.  5,1,7  puer  eximiae  forraae  et  llberalis  habltus 

9, 2, ext. 5  liberalls  formae,  optimae  spei  puerum. 
In  the  former  of  these  instances  it  may  be  remarked  that 
there  Is  some  ground  for  the  use  of  the  genitlve  in  the  fact 
that  the  noun  habitus  has  often  a  different  meaning  in  the 
genitive  from  that  in  the  ablative,  the  ablative  ref erring  to 
a  garment,  the  genitive  to  the  style,  shape,  or  appearance  of 
the  person. 

Tt  wotild  be  interesting  to  establish  by  more  thorough  in- 
vestigation  that  the  genitive  of  quality  with  similis  was 
never  used,for  its  total  avoidance,  taken  together  wlth  the 
avoidance  of  paris,  would  go  to  show  that  the  nature  of  tlie 
idea  inherent  in  these  two  words  may  have  been  of  some  influ- 
enae in  hinderlng  their  genitive  use.    So  far  as  they  are 
at  hand  the  instances  are  in  the  ablative. 
Plaut.  Men.  19,  ita  forma  simili  pueri,  ut  etc. 
Ter.  Ad.  41  dissiraili  is   studiost 
Ter.  Andr.Pl.ll  non  ita  sunt  dissimili  argumento  sed  tarnen 

dissimili  oratione 
Lucr.  2,909  simili  (sensu)  putari 
^     Cicero,  twice 

Plin.  N.H.  2,39  simili  ratione,  sed  nequaquam  magnitudine  aut 
vi  (proximum  sidus  est) 
54,154  Squama  maxime  simili  sed  acriore  vi  quam  robigo. 
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In  the  case  of  fortls  the  genitives  are  Interesting  be- 
cause  they  furnlsh  Illustration  of  two  principles  which  have 
elsewhere  influenced  the  choice  of  genitlve  or  ablative. 

The  first  instance  of  the  gen.  fortis  is  another  instance 
of  Symnetry: 

Cic.  Pam.  4,7,3  ab  oranibus  sapiens  tuum  consilium,  a 
multis  etiam  magni  et  fortis  anirai.    (rranted  that  magni 
animi  was  to  be  used,  then  only  the  genitlve  of  the  other  ad- 
Jective,  fortis,  was  available.    The  force  of  symmetry  was 
greater  than  the  dislike  of  the  genitlve  in-is. 

Cicero  seems  to  have  made  a  distinction  between  vir  magni 
animl  and  vir  magno  animo.    This  conclusion  rests  on  a  com- 
parison  of  many  instances  fron  Cicero  and  would  not  appear 
f rem  only 
Cic.  pro  Sest.  1  qui  magno  slt  animo  atque  forti,  and 

de  fin.  3,39  stabil!  animo  et  firmo  et  magno 

Brut.  330  Shows  forti  alone,-  forti  animo  esse. 

This  instance  of  the  genitlve  fortla  Stegman  has  omitted   )^ 
from  his  llst  (Neue  Jahrb.  132, p. 243-247  and  136  p.252  ff.), 
perhaps  because  he  regarded  it  as  a  possessive  genitlve  de- 
pendent  upon  a  consilium  understood  in  the  second  phrase  and 
not  a  genitive  of  quality  at  all. 

The  second  Instance  of  gen.  fortis  involves  a  different 
principle.    Tn  Oell.  11, 13, 10, in  tarn  fortis  facundiae  viro, 
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the  author  had  hls  choice  of  Inventlng  an  adjectlve  such  as 
facundloso,  or  turning  to  the  genitlve  f ortls.   An  ablative 
of  quelity  he  could  not  well  use,  because  after  the  preposi- 
tion  _in   its  construction  would  not  be  piain. 

Other  instances  'vhere  tne  choice  of  a  construction  has 
been  affected  by  the  presence  of  a  preposition  in  the  clause 
are  to  be  dlscussed  in  a  following  chapter. 

One  more  genitive  is  to  be  mentioned:  tristis. 

The  ablative  Is  witnessed  by 
Plaut,  Asin.  401,  tristi  fronte, 
Sen.  Cont.  2,4,5  tristi  vultu 
Tac.  Ann.  14,16  tristi  vultu. 

The  genitive,  on  the  other  hand,  is  found  only  in  Seneca 
Rhetor  twice  in  the  same  place: 
Sen.  Cont.  1,3,3  "erat"  inquit  "praeruptus  locus  et  immensae 

altitudinis  tristis  aspectus"; 
and  again  1,3,3  (et  immensae  altitudinis  tristis  aspectus) 
electus  is  potisr.imum  locus  ut  damnati  saepius  deiciantur. 

In  the  first  of  these  passages  the  MSS.  orait  tristis 

aspectus  which  the  editor,   Ko'nitzer,  supplies  from  the  second 

passage. 

In  the  second  possage,  however,  he  regards  the  phrase 

"et   .   .   aspectus"  as  an  interpolation  and  accordingly 

brackets  it.    So  then  we  are  left  with  but  one  tristis  and 
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tha t  either  in  a  questionoble  phrase,  following  the  old 
edltor,  or  in  a  conjectured  reading,  following  Konitzer. 

But  this  is  the  only  instance  of  the  gen.  tristis  at 
hand.   Moreover,  Seneca  elsewhere  uses  the  ablative  trlsti. 
Most  of  all,  out  of  the  88  examples  of  the  genitive  of  quality 
used  by  Seneca,  this  doubtful  or  conjectural  tristis  is  the 
only  one  containing  an  adjective  in-is. 

It  seens  as  if  Konitzer  would  have  done  better  if,  after 
striking  out  the  doubtful  tristis  aspectus,  he  had  not  in- 
serted  it  elsev/here. 

T Urning  now  to  the  plural,  we  find  a  new  factor  which 
seems  to  play  a  part  in  influencing  the  choice  of  construc- 
tion;  this  is  the  avoidance  of  the  rhyme  -orum,  -or\im;  -arum, 
-arum. 

The  force  of  this  factor  has  already  been  observed  in  de- 
termining  a  choice  of  other  constructions,  as,  for  instance, 
in  Livy  the  choice  between  gerund  and  gerundive  constructions. 
Compare  consillum  oppugnandl  Syracusas  with  oppugnan  darum 
Syracusarum;  but  for  the  ablative  and  genitive  of  quality  its 
force,  es  in  the  case  of  the  foregoing  factors,  has  been  hith- 
erto  overlooked. 

In  early  Latin  the  use  of  the  genitive  of  quality  in  any 

form  is  so  rare  that  it  would  be  going  out  of  the  way  to  at- 

tribute  summis  ditiis  in  Plaut.  Capt.  170  and  Poen.  60  to  a 
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disinclina tion  to  the  rhyme  of  summariim  ditiarvun;  nor  should 
Pseud,.1218  crassis  suris  or  Pseud.  852  aquilinis  ungulis  be 
so  attributed. 

Tndeed,  K'ühner,  Lat.  ('ram.  ,  p.333,  states  thnt  aside  frora 
Cic.  Tusc.  5,1,2  and  Rose.  Am.  6,17,  the  Latin  language  has 
avoided  the  genitive  plural  of  physical  or  mental  qualities, 
but  he  does  not  seem  to  recognize  the  rhyme  as  a  ff'Ctor.   How 
far  from  right  his  Statement  is  may  be  seen  from  the  follow- 
ing  instances  of  the  genitive  plural  where  the  rhyme  does  not 
occur: 

Plaut.  Aul.  325  trlum  litterarum  homo 
Cic.  Brut.  286  Multarum  orationum 

Orat.  85  valentiorum  laterum 

Brut.  246  multarum  que  causarum,  where  the  rhyme  is 

broken  by  means  of  the  change  of  accent  pro- 
duced  by  the  inserted  conjunction  que, 

Tusc.  5,1,2  tantarian  virium;  de  Petit,  nullarum  partium 

ad  Att.  13,29  multarum  nuptium 
Sali.  Jug.  85,10  multarum  imaginum 
Liv.  28,20  leviura  corportun 

44,4  gravium  armorum, 

and  a  host  of  examples  involving  the  noun  forms  annorum, 

navlum,  gentium,  aetatum,  ordinum,  generiira  and  amphorarum,  of 

which  those  that  could  form  a  rhyme  -orum,  -criun;  or  -arum, 
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-ariun;    are   used  only  with  numbers,   which,    of   course,    do   not 

take   that   form;    es,    for   Instance,    novem  annoriun. 

Vell.    2,93   ingenuariun  virtutum 

Tac.    Ann.    4,31   eluctantium  verborxom. 

To  which  night   be  added: 
Firm.    Hat.    3,5,16   tantarim  facultatura 
St.    Jerorae  Ep .    117,6    furvarxim  vestium 

117,8  vestium  sericariim. 

It    is   not    to  be   contended   that   thls   rhyme  was   consistent- 
ly  avoided.        The   instances   frora  Cicero   cited  by  Landgraf   in 
his   note    to   Cic.    Rose.    Am.    103,    though   not   genitives   of    quali- 
ty,    8how  at   least   that   in   other   expressions   Cicero  was  not 
incapable   of  using   the  rhyme;    indeed   in  Orator  169   paucorum 
colorum  and    in  !Tat.    Deor.    2,48  Aliariun  formarum   the   rhyraes 
occur   even   in   the  genitive   of   quality. 

Particularly  noteworthy   in  this   connection  Is   a    clasr.   of 
genitives   of   quality   v/hich,    from   their  adjectives,   magnus, 
multus,    appear   to   be  Latin  renderlngs   of   (}reek  adjective   Com- 
pounds   With     TTo^i/ 

These  appear   in   the   genitive,    both    of   the   Singular  and 
the   plural. 

Por   instance, 
Cic.    Farn.    9,26,4   non  multi  cibiftospitem  accipies 

(      Wo  A  u  QU  ,j  o  j  7/  o  X  c  rr-f  Toj  ) 
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Pronto  35  multi  cibi 

Seuton.  (lalba.  22,  cibi  plurlml 

Aug.  76  cibi  minirni 

Varro  R.R.  2,11  non  maxlmi,  minimi  cibi 

Plaut.  Vid.  frag.  (148-9  W)  cibi  minimi. 

/■ 
Hör.  Sat.  1,1,33  magni  formica  laboris  (   -^^  ^  «^ /c  c<^  ^^r      ) 

Cic.  de  Orat.  1,257  multi  sudoris 

Pronto  93  N  multi  somni. 

Cic.  Pam.  2,13,1  Multi  consilii  (  9l^->'\u  (^^c(Jijs  ) 

Fara.  4,6,5  Magnae  deliberatlonis   (   /r^  A.e^  ^^ot^/j-    ) 

Plaut.  Bacch.  770  Magnae  dividiae   (  ^^ro'Xu  -^p^^uT-o^  ) 

Cic.  Q.P.  2,9,3  multae  artis 

Hör.  Od.  3,9,7  multi  Lydia  ncminis  (  yro'Xx/  c^-y^u-oj^         ) 

TTone  of  these  phrases  appear  in  Latin  in  the  ablative; 

and  Just  so  do  we  have  in  the  genitive  the  plural  only^ 

Cic.  Att.  13,29  vetulam  multar\un  nup  tiarura  (   /ö^j/^oc^c^-    ) 

Cic.  de  leg.  agr.  2,36  via  Herculanea  multarum  deliciarum  et 

magnae  pecuniae 
Pronto  ad  Am.  2,11  multorum  ramorum    (  ^oXv  o  ^c^         ) 
Cic.  Rose.  Am.  6,17  vetus  gladiator  plurimarum  palmarixm,  which 

was  repeated  by  7?o>  w  *"/>  ^-^  '^ 

Apul.  Met.  10,25  multarum  palmariun  spectatus  proellis. 

If  in  later  times  when  the  feeling  for  the  language  be- 

came  weakened  the  genitive  should  more  often  appear  we  should 
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have  no  reason  for  surprise,  and  that  this  actually  did  hoppen 
the  many  instances  of  -orum,  -orum,  which  cccur  in  the  Phys- 
iognomlci  will  illustrate.   Por  instence, 
Polemo  (Poerst  p.l82)  paticus  deterriorum  morum 
--  Crocodilus  deteriorvin  morum 
—  Balena  victrix  morum  deteriorvun 
--  Testudo  Stolida  morum  deterlcrum. 
These  very  instances  lead  to  an  argument  derived  from 
this  word  mos,  moris,  morum. 

In  the  Singular  the  genitive  only  is  used. 
Liv.  39,11  probam  et  antiqui  moris  feminam 
Vell.  2,116,3  vir  antiquissimi  moris 
Tac.  Hist.  1,14  Piso   .   .   moris  antiqui 
2,64  mater  antiqui  moris 
Ann.  1,35  saevum  id  malique  moris 

16,6  severaque  adhuc  et  antiqui  moris 
Justin  41,2,4  vestis  ollm  sui  moris. 

To  the  half  dozen  instances  of  the  plural  in  Plautus  we  ^ 
could  not  expect  the     genitive, for  that  he  does  not  even 
häve  in  the  Singular,  but  in  Velleius  who  wrote  the  genitive 
in  the  Singular  (2,116,3  above)  why  do  we  have  for  the  plural 
(Vell.  2,91,2)  "diversis  morlbus",  and  not  diversorum  morum? 

And  for  Tacitus,  v/ho  wrote)  four  times  the  genitive  Singu- 
lar, why  do  we  have  in  the  plural  (Tac-  Ann.  17,19,3)  "Hominem 
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corruptis  moribus",  anä   not  corruptorizm  morvim? 
And  why  dld  Aureliüs  Victor  (Caes.  18)  break  the  symmetry 
of  his  construction  to  say,  "doctrlnae  omnls  ac  moribus  an- 
tlquissimis" ,  instead  of  morum  antlquissimorum? 

The  question  extends  to 
fTellius,  3,16,12  feminarn  bonis  atque  honestis  moribus 

17,19,3  hominem   .   .  corruptis  moribus 
Sali.  Jug.  4,7  his  moribus 
Pirm.  Mat.  3,2,20  honestis  moribus 
3,3,10  honestis  .'/loribus 
3,7,8  divinis  moribus 
3,10,9  bonis  consiliis  ac  moribus, 
and  the  answer  suggests  itself  all  the  more  persistently  be- 
cause  of  the  tasteless  Polemo  with  his  "morura  pravorum"  (p.l74 
8)  and  his  "diff iciliorum  morum"  (p. 246, 17). 

?^e  have  next  to  consider  the  influence  of  metre  upon  the 
use  of  our  construction^and  in  particuler  of  the  hexaraeter. 
This  influence  is  all  the  greater  because,  as  vre   know,  the 
Silver  writers  often  Imitated  the  phrases  of  the  earlier  poets 
without  stopping  to  think  of  the  limitations  under  which  the   f 
poets  may  have  written. 

This  point  should  be  more  fully  carried  out  than  my  col- 
lection  admits.    There  are,  however,  already  at  hand  certain 
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indlcatlons  of  the  Influence  of  metre.    These  appeDr  most 

clearly  in  the  case  of  pondere  and  corpore  frora  the  following 

examples: 

pondere 

Lucr.  2,87 

4,905 

5,975 

6,549 

692 

5,540 

5,558 

Verg.  Aen.3,616 

5,447 

9,512 

10,381 

Her.  Ep.  4,18 

Cic.  Att.  10,1,1 

Verr.  2,4,32 

Nat.  Deor.  5,83 

Acad.  2,121 

Propertius  1,17,24 

Curtiua  5,2,11 

Stat.    Theb.    5,577 

Tac.    Hist.    2,22 
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pondere   cont'd, 
Tac.    Ann.    2,57,15 

16,1,7 
aell.    5,8,5 

ponderis 
Cic.    Pam.    2,19,2 
Att.    14,14,1 
vatin   9 
Plane.    4 
Caes.    B.    r,.    2,29,5 
7,22,5 
Liv.    1,     11,8 
3,57,7 
22,32,4 
32,9 
33,36,13 
37,46,3 
Val.    1,1, ext.    3 
4,1    ext.    7 
Curt.    10,1,24 
Plin.    N.H.    33,107 

37,24 
Stat.    Silv.    1,4,7 
Pronto   ad   Caes.    1,5 
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ponderls  cont'd. 
Justin.  39,2,6 

corpore 


Plaut.  Capt.  647 

Poen.  1112 
Enn.  Ann.  266  (^ailer) 
Lucr.  1,252 
242 
246 
297 
488 
3,177 
5,241 
5,33 

1302 
6,102 
361 
936 
1036 
'^erg.    Aen.    1,71 
3,427 
5,372 
7,783 
8,207 
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corpore  cont'd. 

Verg.  Aen,     330 

711 

9,563 

10,345 

9,722 

Ovid  Am.  2,1028 

Met.  3,44 
Verg.  C'eorg.  4,539 
4,550 
Cic.  Pam.  11,27,1 
N.  D.  2,59 
Caec.  27 
Fr.  C.  16 
leg.  Agr.  2,13 
Qul  r .  4 
Nep.  Ages,  8,1 
Livy  8,12,11 
24,26,13 
Plin.  N.  H.  7,24 
7,81 
8,174 
Tac.  Ann.  2,73 
2,75 
6,46 
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corpore  cont'd. 

Tac.  Ann.  11,36 

14,17 

15,34 

4,29 

Hist.  2,32 

4,46 

4,77 

Pronto  1,2 

2,6 
flell.  3,1,11 
5,8,5 
9,4,10 
15,5,1 
19,7,3 
13,3 
Firn.  Mat.  4,22,5 
Seuton.  A. ,  80 
Ner.  51 
Tib.  68 
Callg.  50 
Claud.  30 
Oalba  3 

Claud.  2  abl.  cause 
Aug.  81   abl.  abs. 
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corporis 
Nep.  Dat.  3,1 
Hör.  Ep.  1,20,24 
Liv.  26,20 

39,40 

41,9 
Sen.  Cont.  4,  exe.  .2 

Dial.  4,35,2 

Ponderis  ought  to  stand  only  in  the  genltive.    Stegmann 
knows  frora  Cicero  but  two  exceptions  to  the  rule  that  expres- 
sions  of  welght  appear  in  the  gen.,  viz:  Verr.  2,4,32  and  N. 
Deor. ,  3,83;  to  which  we  may  add  Att.  10,1,1,  and  Acad.  2,121. 

We  are  surprised  therefore  to  find  on  our  list  against 
20  genitives  23  ablatives.     9  are  in  prose  writers  and  re- 
quire  separate  explanation.    14  are  in  poets  and  for  the 
most  part  in  the  5th  foot  of  a  hexameter.    There  is  no  case 
of  ponderis  in  hexameter;  it  did  not  fit  -well. 

If  these  14  instances  are  all  accountable  on  other  grounds 
than  metrical  ones  then  the  raetrical  influence  would  disappear 
as  a  factor.    Such  is  not,  however,  the  case.     - 

Caes.  B.n.    2,29,3  magni  ponderis  saxa ;  and  B.a.  7,22,5 
maximi  ponderis  saxa ;  are  quite  correct.    Accordingly  Verg. 
10,381  magno  vellit  dum  pondere  saxum  ought  to  have  appeared 
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in  the  genitive,  but  It  could  not  on  account  of  the  hexaraeter; 
a  föct  which  Serv.  recognized  by  the  remark  "magno  pondere 
hoc  est  raagni  ponderis  ut  (II  1.286)  aere  cavo  clipeuTi  pro 
aeris  cavi." 

Just  so  should  Verg,  9,512  saxa  quoque  infesto  volvebat 
pondere,  si  qua  have  the  genitive,  which  the  hexameter  has 
prevented. 

So  also  Lucr.  6,632  extruditque  simul  mirando  pondere 
saxa ; 

And  if  pondere  saxa  on  account  of  the  metre,  why  not 
pondere  mensus  (Stat.)  pondere  clavae  (Lucr.  5,966),  tecta 
pondere  magno  (Lucr.  6,649)  tympana  pondere  magno  (Lucr.  4, 
905);  pondere  caestus  (Aen.  3,618)  and  all  the  rest? 

The  9  cases  in  prose  do  not  justify  these  ablatives  in 

the  poetry,  because  thiy  are  required  throu^h  special  reasons. 

Cic.  Verr.  2,4,52  &  N.  Deor.  5,85  because  the  adj .  grandis  was 

avoided,  never  appearing  in  gen.  quäl. 

Cic.  Att.  10,1,1  because  pondere  here  s   condition  of  health  and  ^ 

not  literally,  "weight";  it  is  moreover  to  be  taken  with 

est  as  well  as  with  f ilius.   Cf .  Pa^n.  2,19,2. 

Cic.  Acnd.  2,121  ponderibus  accords  with  the  use  of  the  abl. 

in  Plural,  does  not  influenae  the  gen.  sing. 

Curt.  Ruf.  5,2,11  L.  üillia  talentum  argenti,  non  signati 

forma  sed  rudi  pondere.    Pondere  again  does  not  refer  to 
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the  literal  weight  but  to  the  "rough  mass"  Just  as  Tac. 

Ann.  16,1,17  non  in  formam  pecuniae  sed  rudi  et  antiquo 

pondere,  "in  the  original  rough  mass." 
In  Tac.  Ann.  2,57,15  and  Hist.  2,22  the  ablativesare  feit  as 

attendant  circumstance   to  the  action  as  v.-ell  as  tc  the 

subject. 
('eil.  5,8,5  is  only  the  quotation  of  Verg.  3,618. 

The  prepcnderance  of  ablatives  in  the  case  of  corpiore  is 
not  so  signlficant  for  the  metre  for  several  reasons;  Ist, 
corpore  is  often  properly  ablative.    Nep.  Dat.  3,1,  hominem 
maxirai  corporis  is  logically  correct,  "a  man  of  the  greatest 
size";  but  so  is  Suet.  Calig.  50,  fuit  corpore  enormi   cor- 
rect,- "he  was  a  man  witn  an  enormous  body." 

The  genitive  apprehends  the  idea  in  a  different  relation 
to  its  subject  from  that  of  the  abl. 
Cf.  Liv.  VIT.   12,11  vs.  Liv.  28,20,1 

Liv.  24,26,13  vs.  39,40         and  41,9. 

The  difference  is  subjective  but  perhaps  not  altogether 
imaginary. 

So,  cf.  Liv.  41,9  puerum  trunci  corporis  in  agro  Romano 
natum;  vs.  Tac.  Ann.  14,17  ergo  deportati  sunt  in  urbem  raulti 
e  Tlucerinis  trunco  per  vulnera  corpore,  ac  plerique  liberorum 
aut  parentum  mortes  deflebant. 
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trunco  corpore  is  description  hy  att,  circ. 
trunci  corporis  "       "     "   characterist ic  trait 
trunco  corpore  teils  in  what  condition  the  boy  was  born, 
trunci  corporis  teils  what  kind  of  a  boy  was  born. 

Not  only  is  the  abl.,  therefore,  in  general  often  cor- 
rect.   Many  of  the  adjectives  appearing  with  corpore  suggest 
at  once  that  it  is  here  required,  such  are  fesso,  aegro, 
lauto,  defecto,  intecto,  detorto,  integro,  inlibato,  vegeto, 
valenti,  incolumi,  salubri,  inculto,  horrido,  adfecto. 

2d.  We  lack  instances  in  which  the  identical  phrase  hav- 
ing  the  genitive  in  prose  occurs  in  the  abl.  in  hexameter. 

3d.  It  is  les3  likely  that  any  abl.  appearing  in  hexam- 
eter would  havG  stood,  except  for  the  metre,  in  the  genitive 
because  the  genitive  was  in  general  rare  during  the  period  of 
Lucretius  and  even  of  Vergil. 

4th.  Parts  of  the  body  always  were  put  in  the  ablative 
and  corpore  must  have  feit  the  influence  of  the  analogy  with 
the  bodily  parts. 

In  spite  of  these  hindrances  the  influence  of  the  metre 

on  the  use  of  corpore  is  feit.    Verg.  1,71  praestanti  corpore 

nymphae,  ought  to  be  in  the  gen.    These  are  not  nymphs  "with 

a  fine  body",  nor  "with  fine  bodies";  they  are  surpassingly 

beautiful  nymphs;  nymphs  "of  fine  body."   The  turn  into  the 

ablative  may  be  due  to  the  metre  or  it  may  be  distinctly 
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chosen  to  helghten  the  poetic  flavor  of  the  passage.    Servius 
recognizes  tha t  in  prose  this  should  have  been  a  genitive, 
with  the  remark,  "praestanti  autem  corpore,  pro,  praestantis 
corporis;  abl.  pro  genitivo." 

Whatever  the  occasion  for  the  use  of  praestanti  corpore 
the  first  time  here,  it  is  not  by  cnance  that  the  same  phrase 
occurs  in  similar  connection  in  8,207  praestanti  corpore 
tauros;  f'eor.  4,539  praestanti  c.  tauros;  Oeor.  4,550   praes- 
tanti c.  tauros  and  Aen.  7,783  praestanti  corpore  Turnus. 
This  frequency  is  due  to  the  fitness  of  the  phrase  to  the 
metre. 
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